Approved For-Release 2003/02/27 : CIA-RDP86B00269R000600030038-1

TOP SECRIT TS 206439-74
{(When Annexes Detached) o
Cy %7 of 20 Cys
[

AN HISTORICAL REVIEW OF
STUDIES OF THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY
<55 FCR THE :
COMMIFZEION ON THE ORGANIZATION OF T
GOVERNMENT FCR THE CONDUCT OF FOREIGN
' ’ POLICY

December 1974

Approved For Release 2003/02/27 : CIA-RDP86B00269R000600030038-1"
TOP SECRET

P

25X1



.Approved For Release 2003/02/27 : CIA-RDP86B00269R000600030038-1
TOP SECRET Ts 206439-74
(When Annexes Detached)

This report is 2 review of a number of major studies of the
intelligence community made since the Joint Study Group Report of
1960. This report was sclectzd as the starting point, because it had .

a major impact on the evelutica of the intelligence community. One

of its more significant resuits was the creation of the decline in the
power and independence of the individual Service intelligence agencies.
Moreover, institutions, relationships and distributions of responsibility
of the pre-1960 period bear little resemblance to those that have evolved
since that time. ' -

The intelligence community is almost continuously under
review or examination. Hardly a year has passed since 1960 without
a major study of some aspect of intelligenc=z activities being undertaken.
Sixteen such reports have been selected for this review as being sub-
stantively significant, or particularly effective in bringing about
improvement or advancing organizational evolution. The observations
and recommendations of these sixteen reports have been assembled
around a number of recurring topics and concerns. In this regard,
‘one cautionary note seems appropriate: The cumulative impact of this
review is necessarily more negative than the intelligence community's
record of achievement would warrg’nt, because the source materials
used naturally tend to address what is wrong rather than what is right
with intelligence activities. ‘

The individual reports themselves have been condensed, but
with all major points and recommendations preserved, and these are
attached as annexes to this study.
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SUMMARY

The basic authority for the intelligence community is the
National Szcurity Act of 1947, which has itself becn claborated upon
ceven times since by National Security Council Intelligence Directives
{(NSCID!s). The most comprenensive is NSCID-1, which delineates the
Director of Central Intelligencc's Basic Duties and Responsibilitics.
The latest version of NSCID-1, which was revised in accordance with
the President's Directive of November 1971, lays the groundwork for
the DCI to assume a greater role as leader of the intelligence com-
munity, z development recommended by all major classified reviews
of the community organization since 1960. These reports are virtually
unanimous in stating that the DCI should not be physically separated
from CIA in performing his community duties. An intelligence com-

munity staff drawn from 2ll the intelligence agencies has been consistently

recommended over the years, but little was done along this line until
it was unequivocally directed by the President in 1971.

The United States Intelligence Board's functions and member-
ship have been commented on {requently and usually not too favorably
in terms of enchanced-management of the community. USIB's expertise
in substantive matters is effectively recognized in the President's 1971
Directive, which establishes the Board as one of two advisory bodies
to he DCI, with the Intelligence Resources Advisory Commifttee (IRAC)
being created to assume the responsibility for resource management.

The concentration under the Secretary of Defense of about
80 per cent of all intelligence resources made the establishment of the

DCI's role in resource management for the community rather problematical.

Despite the President's Directive charging the DCI with preparing a
consolidated intelligence program budget for all intelligence activities,
including tactical, he is not yet fully in control of the situation. A
comrmunity resource management body was recommended in several
reports, particularly as resources became more limited and hard
choices a5 to program direction had to be made. A number of proposals
were made over the years and the establishment of IRAC was intended
to give the DCI the ability to carry out his community management
responsibilities.

A single Defense intelligence authority has been sought since

the Joint Study Group Report of 1960. Successive reports have variously
proposed this role for the JCS, DIA and in the late 1960's for a new

Approved For Releagq-2003/02/27:: -I1A-RDP86B00269R000600030038-1




i1
TOR SECRETD
Approved For R"Iease 2003/02/27 : CIA-RDP86B00269R(DOEGGD30a38-1

cificial with a closc relationship with the Secretary of Defense--first
as a Special Assistant, thea as a part-time task for the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Administration, and finally for the Assistant
Secrotary of Defense for Intelligence. A single Defense intelligence
agency has also been repeatedly proposcd, [irst as a function of the
JCS, then as DIA, and then (after DIA ssemed unable to assume all
intelligence tasks and the Service intelligence agencies regained many
of their prerogatives) as a new and powerful Director of Defense
Intelligence or other new institutionzl creations. The President's
Directive of 1971, however, retained DIA as the prime Defense
intelligence agency. ' '

Fragmented Defense resource management received frequent
‘mention and several suggestions aimed at curing the situation were meade.
Nevertheless, centralized reviews of Defense resource allocations
did not begin until 1970, and only began to be done effectively when the
office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Intelligence was created
in 1972,

Long-range resource planning was advocated repeatedly in
many reports. It is still in the earliest stages of development and
was not singled out as a specific task for the DCI by the President's
Directive of 1971. Cross-program review of resources, also frequently
referred to, has fared somewhat better, but it also is at an early
stage of implementation as far as cost/effectiveness techniques for
cross-program evaluation are concerned. At present, the review:
process centers on specific resource issues; true comparative
evaluation across several programs is yet to be achieved.

Central management and control of tactical intelligence
resources has been hampered by continuing disagreements over criteria
for determining what is tactical intelligence, what is national intelli-
gence and what is force support intelligence, and thus properly organic
to the commands. Tactical intelligence resources have been estimated
at about one-third of the budget of national intelligence resources.

The President's Directive clearly charges the DCI with responsibility
to include these resources in his consolidated intelligence budget,
but the means to do so are yet to be worked out.

The contest between the National Security Agency (NSA) on
one hand and the JCS bolstered by tactical forces on the other for con-
trol of certain Sigint resources, primarily in the electronic intelligence
field, attracted attention of several review groups, particularly during
the Vietnam War. Most of the reports recommended that NSA retain
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control ever such Sigint resources and that if such resources were
needed by tactical commanders, they be budgeted for as part of the
tactical force budget, but nevertheless not be denied to national
intelligence users.

Intelligence activities of the Department of State have
figured relatively little in the reports reviewed. Concern over the
ed for a national photo-intelligence center, found in reports in the
rly 196Gts, has disappeared with the establishment of NPIC. Worry

o
W
o

“then turned to NPIC's ability to handle the workload as imagery
S Ve

atellites became more efice:d qd the f'take' increasingly abundant.
The disarray of community intelligence requirements is

mentioned a number of times, notably in the Cunningham Report of

1966. In the absence of consumer guidance as to the most important

matters, analysts tend to cover 2ll bets by issuing requirements

for much more information than was likely to be needed, or in fact

could ever be used. The President's Directive gave the DCI, as

one of his four major responsikilities, that of reconciling require-

ments and priorities within budgetary contraints and charged the

USIB to adwvise him in this regard.

T  Relatively little space in this report is devoted to collection

questions. Reviews and inqguiries into various collection systems

have been numerous, but are generally too specialized and narrow

in scope to qualify for consideration by the Commission. The

important matter of evaluating the effectiveness of collection as a

whole is noted, but the difficulty of tying good information to the

sources that produced it has apparently made any systematic approach

to this process uncertain and imperfect. '

Many reports, particularly in the mid-1960's, referred to
the informsation explosion as a major problem. Technical collection
advances were creating floods of information with no proportional
increase in the analytical capacity to exploit it. The Schlesinger -
Report in 1971 pointed to the great increase in information collected
by technical means, but noted that there had been little progress in
developing human sources with access to foreign intentions, doctrines
or political processes. Improvement of the analytical functions and
the overall relevancy of the intelligence product was likewise of

consideratle concern, and many reports adaressed it. The President's

Directive described the need for product improvement as urgent and
established the NSC intelligzence Community (NSCIC) as a consumer
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forum to give direction and guida
the vseftlness of intelligence reports. DBoth this directive and
.+ 1974 placed specific responsibility
on the DCI to assure that national intelligence is of the highest quality
itary operations. :

Few topics rececived as much attention in the reports as the
need for consumer guidance to increase the pertinence and effective-
nees of community activities. Severzal reports pointed to the fact
that, in the absence of this guidance, the community was talking to
itself, producing against its own requirements and operating with
scant reference to what policy makers really needed. Both the
Schlzsinger Report and the President's Directive called for better
consumer representation in community deliberations, and the NSCIC
wzs set up to bring this about. )

As to the Clandestine Services and covert action, the general
finding of the reports that dealt with these subjects was that existing
control and supervision over covert operations was adequate and that
the imposition of further outside review authorities only carried the
additional risk of disclosure without adding any important safeguards.
The reports were also strongly opposed to separating the Clandestine
Services from CIA or to spliting oii the covert action function. '
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A. Tre Direction of ihe Intallicence Cormmunity

1. The Basic Authority

Ba
Tie organic law of tie intelligence comrmunity is coil-
tained in the National Security Act of 1947, as amended.
" Section 101 established tne National Security Council to advise
the President with respect to the integration of domestic,

foreign and military oolicies relating to the national security.

Section 102 es:ztlished the Central Intelligence Agency
under the National Security Council {3SC) to be headed by the
Director of Central Intelligence (DCI), with a Deputy Director
of Central Intelligence to act for the DCI in his absence OT

- disability.

Section 102 further stipulates that it shall te the duty of
the Agency {the Central Intelligence Agency), for the purpose
of coordinating the intelligence activities of the several depart-
ments and agencies and under the direction of the NSC, to:

—_advise the NSC concerning such intelligence
activities as relate to national security;

- -make recommendations to the NSC for the
coordination of such intelligence activities;

_-correlate and evaluate intelligence relating to
‘the national security and provide for the
dissemination within the government, provided
that the departments and other agencies shall
continus to collect, evaluate, correlate and
disseminate departmental intelligence, and
provided that the DCI shall ke responsible for
protecting intelligence sources and methods
from unauthorized disclosure; '

--perform for existing intelligencé agencies such
additional services of common concern as the
NSC determines can be more efficiently accom-
plished centrally. -

To the extent recommendead By the NSC and approved by
the President, intellizence of the departments and agencies
shall ba open to inspection by the DCI and shall be made avail-

able to the DCI forx correlation, 2valuation and dissemination.

T ovaneT
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The recognition in Section 102{d)(3) of the Act of depart-
mental intelligence as continuing to be prov1d\,d by the several
existing depariments and agencies has had lasting irnpact on the
role of the DCI in coordinating the intelligence activities of the
government. At the very least, the acknowledged responsibility
for departmental intelligence has perinitted the various intelli-
gence services and agencies to continue to operate collection,
processing and production systems for their own needs, leading
to duplication, contrasting views on situations, and a continuing
resistance to any central authority. '

The provision that the DCI may inspect intelligence of
the departments and agencies, though limited by implication
to substantive matters, has tended over the years to be extended
beyond substance to management and lately to resource matters,
and in effect constitutes the basis for the DCI's survey power.

The National Security Council, in order to regulate and
direct the intelligence activities of thz government, has issued
National Security Council Intelligence Directives {NSCID's)

_establishing basic policy for certain classes of intelligence

activities. The number of NSCID's and their provisions have

- changed from time to time, but the present list of them is as

follows: ) ,

- NSCID-1 Basic Duties and Responsibilities
NSCID-2 Coordination of Overt Collection Activities
NSCID-3 Coordination of Intelligence Production
NSCID-4 The Defector Program
NSCID-5 U.S. Espionage and Counter I_ntelhcence

Activities Abroad
NSCID-6 Signals Intelligence
NSCID-7 Critical Intelligence Comum.catl.ons
NSCID-8 Photographic Interpretation

The NSCID's are further particularized and interpreted in
a series of Director of Central Intelligence Directives (DCID's},
related by number to the NSCID's from which they derive, which
form the basic documentary means of coordinating the intelligence
community, covering as they do in aggregate the greater part of
the community's varied activities. Most of the current NSCID's
and DCID's were last revised in 1972, so they are relevant to
present-day organizations and functions. Efforts are under way
to develop a single omnibus NSCID to incorporate the provisions
of existing directives. : :

A )
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The most far-reaching of the NSCID's is NSCID-1, Basic
Duties and Responsibilities. The current version, dated Feb-
ruz>y 17, 1972, directs the DCI to coordinate the foreign intelli-
gence activities of the Uniteq oiates; establishes the National
Security Council Intelligence Committee to give direction to
ionzl substantive mtelhgpﬂce and provide consumer evalua-
tion of the products; and dir s the DCI to plan, review and
cate all intellisence activiiies and the allo cation of a1l
1*geﬂce rescurces, to producs na 10'1.;.1 intelligence, to

advisory boards and commitiees, and to establish and
1cile requirements and priorities within budgetary con-
ints. The DCI is also charged to prepare and submit a
clidated intelligence program/budget, to issue DCID's as
priate, to formulate policy on arrangements with foreign
ments on intelligence matters, 'to review security stan-
and practices, and to make such surveys of departmental
intelligence activities as he may deem necessary to his responsi-
bilities to the NSC. The directive goes on to establish the
Intelligence Resources Advisory Committee (IRAC) to advise
the DCI on the intelligence budget and the allocation of resources;
to restructure the United States Intelligence Board (USIB) and def]
more explicitly than before its responsibilities to the DCI; to
define national, departmental and interdepartmental intelligence;
to stipulate roles in the protection of intelligence sources and
methods; and, for the first time, to define the community respon-
sibilities of the DCI. '

-
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2. The Director of Central Intelligence as Comrmunity Leader

As a result of the President's Directive of November 1971
and under the revised NSCID-1 of February 1972, the DCI is
charged to seek the attainment of the following objectives as
essential to the efficient and effective functioning of the intelli-
gence community:

--continuing review of the responsiveness of the
U.S. intelligence effort to national requirements;

-—assurance of authoritative and responsible leader-
ship of the community;

--achievement of more efficient use of intelligence
resources; ’

--review and revision of intelligence functions and =
elimination of inefficient or outmoded activities;

--improverment in the quality, scope and timeliness
of the community product;

--enhancement of U.S. policy through the provision
‘and use of national intelligence
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~ritten is a major exoansion and
definition of the r
H

DCT s Co*nmunit" leader. A numbar
o 4

reviews of tae

leadershin role of the ! ver the vears.

The Joint Study Crous chor‘: of 1960 observed that there
was no common understanding of how to achieve coordination,
that the role ¢f the DCT and Of CiAa in coordination lacked clarity,

.4

and that there was consideratle conivsion as to how ithe DCI was

to operata. The report noted that coordination could be construsd
as either command cr persuasion and that it could be carried out
through leadership in new intelligencs programs, identification

of new problem areas, investigation of problems under the
right to survey intelligence activities, and the solution of prob-

lems by agreed cooperation under the leadership of the coordinator.

Even in 1960 the Joint Study Group was urging a stronger man-
agement role on the DCI and recommended that he act to achieve
more effective community coordination through "command

channels.” This recommendation was approved by the NSC.

In 1968 the Eaton Report urged the DCI to make authorita-
tive and consistent determinations as to the validity of require-
ments in relation to the costs of meeting them and the effective-
ness of resources in satisfying intelligence needs. The broad
guidance needed from the DCI could be in the form of a proposed
National Intelligence Plan setting forth objectives, targets and
priorities for the Secretary of Defense, the community and
program managers so that resources would be available to
respond to present and foreseeable requirements.

In 1969 the Bross Report, addressing the community role
of the DCI, observed that both President Kennedy (January 16,

1962) and President Johnson (September 24, 19565) had charactarized

the DCI as the 'principal intelligence officer of the government"
and had directed the DCI to act as the leader of the intelligence
community as his primary task. '

The Schlesinger Report in March 1971 proposed three
options for the creation of a leader of the community who would
control intellizence resources, manage most resources, aund
coordinate resources appropriated elsewhere. The first optien
was a Director of National Intelligence who would control all
major intelligence resources, leaving the Defense Department
only the tactical. The second option was a Director of Central
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Intellizence who would preserve the roles and missions of the
DCI a: thai time, cxcent {or the responsib lidatoed

;1lity for o consc
o

intelligence program and budzet, The third option pro; e
Coordinator of National Intelligcace as an NSC or White riouse
overseer with emphasis on resource management, consumer

needs and output evaluation.

Directive of November 5, 1971, was
esinzer option and stated: "I am

3

directing the Director of 2l Intellivence to assume icader-
< o

ship of the community in planning reviewinz, coordinating and
c

a
evaluating all intelligen rozrams and activities, and in the
production of intelligence. I shall look to him to improve the
performance of the community, to provide his judgments on the
efficiency and effectiveness of all intelligence programs and
activities (including tactical intelligence), and to recommand
the appropriate allocation of resources to be devoted to intelli-
gence.' NSCID-1 of February 1972 was written to implement
the President's Directive. : )

President Ford, in his October 9, 1974, letter, reaffirmed
the responsibilities charged to the DCI as "leader of the intelli-
gence comrnunity. "

The Separation of the DCI from CIA -

From time to time proposals have been made to separate
the DCI from the agency which he heads, usually on the grounds
that to do so would enable him to play a more active role in
managing or directing the community. Such an idea appears in
the Joint Study Group Report of 1960, the Bross Report in 1969
and the Schlesinger Report of 1971, but is by no means confined
to these references. The studies covered in this review have
come out against such a move, but the idea Treappears almost
every time the scope of DCI powers are under discussion.

The Joint Study Group of 1960 observed that it was possible
to separate the DCI from CIA with a small community staff or
with a larger group to carry on the estimating of current intelligence
and planning functions as well. It was noted that such a move
would require a change in existing legislation and, moreover,
would deny the President one man to look to for substance as
well as covert action and could lead to the formation of a large
DCI staff duplicating much of what CIA could provide. The
Defense member of the Study Group, contending that DCI coordina-
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tinn was = working, sugzgzesiced immeadiate se; aration. The
other members preferred irviny the idea of 2 cernmuaity staif
for the DCI drawn from all community agencies to handle
coordination nroblems befcre so drastic a step was taken. Such
a staff was not formed, however, and the idea of separating tne
DCI from the Agency for more freedom to coordinate the com-
rmunity persisted.

During the staff discussicns in the preparation of the Eaton
Report of 1968, the idea reappeared in the novel suggestion that
the DCI be separated from CIA so that he could exercise cen-
tralized authority over both CIA and NSA, effectively insulating
the latter from encroachments it was then experiancing from
the Services and the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS). This suggestion
did not surface in the final Eaton Report.

The Bross Report in 1969 referred to the proposals to
separate the DCI from the Agency and establish him as over-all
coordinator in the Executive Office Building and observed that
any such move would create a substantial legal problem in view
of the National Security Act of 1947, clearly establishing the
DCI as the head of CIA. Moreover, Mr. Bross said such a
move would mean the dismemberment of elaborate arrangemeants
in CIA to support the DCI in the production of national intelligence.
In addition, to function as coordinator, the DCI would need a
substantial staff for support of national functions which would
clearly be too large to fit in the Executive Office Building.
Without such back-up, it would be impossible for the DCI, as
the Y'principal intelligence officex! to ""authenticate the signifi-
cance of substantive developments or the value of resource
programs and activities. " )

, The third option in the Schlesinger Report in 1971 for a
leader of the community posed a Coordinator of Natioral Intelli-
gence in the NSC or White House staff structure. Schlesinger
noted that such a position would not require legislative action,

but could lead to unproductive competition between the Coordinator
and the White Fouse staif and would be less likely than the other
options to accomplish the improvements in product and resource
economies the President was seeking. '

The President's Directive in November 1971 in selecting
Schlesinger's second option--a DCI with much the same as his
existing suthorities --implicitly rejects the separation of the DCI
from CIA. The Directive states that the DCI must delegate
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direct zathority to the Desuty Director {as jar as is possible
without legislation) ifor the plans programs and day-to-day

s CrA and raust assume over=il leadership of the
N

NMuch the same enjoinder was made by Presidents

<
Kennedy znd Johnson.

e y

Pl
Joint Siudy Group 1 1¢29 recomime ded the formation of 2 DCI
ctaif dr-wvm from the entire community. The Study Group tecoXk

account that the then Coordination Staii of three, headed by
commurity through rzvising NSCID's and DCID's, was regarded
elsewhere as part of CIA and did not meet the need for 2 manaze-
rment unit to support the DCIin coordination apart from the help
of the Qffice of National Estimates and the CIA Directorates. The
‘Group Report recommended a full-time staff of professionals,
loyal ta the cormmunity at large and solely responsible to the DCI

to assist him through use of the survey J0Wers provided in NSCID-1.

i
Generza! Luciea K. Truscott and charzea to coordinate the

In 1962 the Kirkpatrick-Schuyler-Coyne Report noted the
then current plan to abolish the DCI's Assistant for Coordination
(held by General Truscott) and to replace it with a post designated
as the Assistant for Coordination and Community Guidance. The
Report recommended this office be responsible for representing
the DCI in contact with senior intelligence officials, developing
Signit policy, reviewing community efforts in support of national
policy, and reviewing CIA efforts as they related to the community's
efiorts. The Report further recommended that the group be staffed
with senior professionals since problems hitherto defying solution
woulé need to be confronted. '

The position of Deputy to the DCI for National Intelligence
Programs Evaluation (NIPE) was established in 1963 under John
Bross with a stafi larger than Generzl Truscott's and with similar
responsibilities. Personnel were entirely from CIA, so.a com-
munity character for the staff was not established, although it
began to move outside CIA into community problems.

The Eaton Reportin 1968 urged the DCI to consider not
only Broadening the functional scone, but also strengthening the -
representation of the military and civilian intelligence community
on the staff (NIPE) which assists him in discharging his national

PR
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planning and program guidance responsibilitics. It recommended
the inclusion Tor extended tours of senior military officers,
Foreign Service Oificers and others with appropriate cxpertise,
and noted that such a staff structure would contribute to more
objective planning and evaluvaticn; ensure the needs of the military
would not be overlooked; and raise confidence in the proposed
National Inteliiconce Plan and sho

i1

t-term program guidance.

vl

The Bross Report of 19569 recommended that the NIP
staff be exparded and its mission clarified. The staif should
kave the authority to deal with all components in the CIA, support
the newly crezted National Intelligence Resources Board (NIRB)
(set up to advise the DCI on resource issues), hold custody of the
Target Oriented Display (developed to relate costs of resources
to their substantive targets), represent the DCIlin Defense pro-
gram reviews, produce long-range intelligence plans, provide

“systems analysis suopport to the DCI and maintain relations with

the President's Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board (PFIAB).
Bross also asked that the chairmen of USIB resource-related
committees be placed on the NIPE stafi. In the next three years,
the NIPE staff grew slowly, but still drawing its people from
CIA, except for a National Security Agency (NSA) representative
added in 1972. ‘ :

In 1971 the Schlesinger Report observed that, although
the DCI had established a NIPE staff and the NIRB, efforts at
management through these institutions were being resisted and
their contribution to the DCI's authority was small.  Schlesinger
believed the DCI's staff should at least have program and budget
authority over resources; control over allocated resources;
supervision of R&D; inspection of program operations; and the
review, if not the original production, of national intelligence
estimnates and net assessments. -

The President's Directive of November 1971 instructed in
unequivocal terms the formation of aa increased and restructered

personal stafi for the DCI to assist him in carrying out his responsi-

bilities as ccordinator and in playing a major role in the resolution
ying

of major issues.

When Air. Schlesinger became the DCI in February 1973,
one of his first actions was to transform the NIPE staif into the"
Intelligence Community staff and to man it with a2 much larger
proportion of oificers assigned from Defense, notably from DIA,
and from ocutside the community.
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ed Zosles Intellivence Doard

> tes Intelligence Board, previcusly called
the Intziligence Advisory Committee, was set up by the first
NSCID-I with tne DCIl es its chairman. The latest (February
1972) version oi NSCID-1 sets forth USIB's responsibilities as
being to advise znd assist the DCI with respect to the establish-
ment of appreoriate intellizence objectives, requirements and
prioritizs; tne production of national intelligence; the super-
vision of the dissermination and security of intelligence materiai;

ources and methods; and, as
1

3
approprizte, golicies regarding arrangements with foreign

1960 noted that USIB was primarily
emphasizing estimates, but by no means
devating equal *ime to its coordinating responsibilities. It had
failed to procduce an overall program to guide the community,

a deliverative Hod

and problems beiore the Board were all too frequently merely
noted or referred to a committee. The Joint Study Group Report
recommmended that USIB have a management mechanism for '
problems involving several parts of the community, and these
problems sheuld be carefully screened before coming before

the Board. The NSC proposed that the screening and manage-
ment role be assigned to the DCI's Assistant for Coordination,

a measure which fziled to be carried out.

Other reviews of the community during the 1960's touched
rather lightly on USIB matters, generally observing USIB's
inabiiirty or reluctance to deal with resource maitters and the fact
that USIB requirements would require more resources than were
currently available to cover the needs--and the resources them-
selves were under pressure for reduction.

The Schlesinger Report was quite emphatic in describing
the USIB as ineffective, because it was a collection of equals;
it was dominated by producers and some coliectors who avoided.
criticizing each cther; its requirements could mean all things
to all ccllectors and failed to control collection; and it had no
consumer rcpresentatives as members and so could not reflect
consumer guidance. After noting these deficiencies, the
Schlesinger Report merely noted, without any specific proposals,
the possible need to restructure the Board or perhaps to replace
it or add to it 2 Consumer Council to provide consumer repre-
sentation in community discussions.
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irective in November 1971 directed

In addition to USIB functional problems, the membership
of USim has come in for comment from time to time. The
Joiat Study Group in 1960 objected to the prepcnderance of
militzry members, with the three Scrvices and the JCS each

'a member, and suggested a reduction to four members--the

DCI, State, Defense and the JCS, with the FBI and AEC
represented when their interests were affected. The creation
of the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) in 1961 scon led to the
replacement of JCS representation and the downgrading of
Service representatives as observers; DIA represented Defense,
excent for the National Security Agency.

The Fitzhugh Report of July 1970 concurred in this arrange-
ment in proposing to replace DIA with the suggested new Director
of Defense Intelligence as the only Defense member. The same
proposal appeared in the Schlesinger Report a year later.

The President's November 1971 Directive and the NSCID-1
of February 1972 established USIB membership as the DCI;
the Deputy Director of Central Intelligence {who had long
represented CIA); the Director of Intelligence and Research,
(State Department); and representatives of NSA, DIA, AEC,

FBI and Treasury. In addition, representatives of the Assistant

Secretary of Defense/Intelligence (ASD /1) and the National
Reconnaissance Office (NRQO) are present for most USI1B meet-
ings fo participate in resource maitters.

The Role of the Executive Comitiee

The Executive Committee for the National Reconnaissance
Office is now composed of the DCI, as chairman, the Assistant
Secretary of Defense/Intelligence and the Director of NRO, ex
officio. ExCom, as this group has come to be known, formerly
included the Presideat's Scientific Advisor. Since this position
was abolished in 1972, there has been no channel for the intro-
duction into intelligence matters, even as technical as those
concerning the NRO, of scientific advice at a level to draw on
the best such information as can be made available. ExCom is
alsc frequently attended by observers from the State Department,

TRTE ATV A S e
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CIA, NSC, DDR&E of Defense, znd the Cffice of Managermnent
and Budget (OMB). The ExCom meets three or four times 2
year, in close tie with the budget cycle, and concerns itself
mainly with planning R&D, procurement and deployment prob-
lems of the U.S. overhead reconnaissance effort, )

The ExCom was established in 1365 after a series of
difievences between the Air Force and CIA over roles and

to some degree in an agreement of August 19%5.

The Long-Range Plan of CIA in 1965 urged strong DCI-
USIB direction of overhead reconnzissance, in view of the fact
that such systems lent themselves to quite direct guidance, in
order to maintain some control over the large costs of overhead
collection. The National Reconnaissance Program is still con-
ducted as to missions and targeting in response to direction
from USIB through committees of Comiree (The Committee on
Imagery Reconnaissance and Exploitation).

The Eaton Report in 1968 called for close NRO-NSA
collaboration to eliminate marginal overhead Signit collection
systems and to determine if some conventional electronic
intelligence (Elint) collection, then covered from ground
stations, mighf be better done by satellite. The Bross Report
in 1969 suggested that thought be given to improving means to
insure that allocations of responsibility and funds for overhead
reconnaissance research be as equitable as possible between
CIA and the Air Force. This matter continues as a major con-
cern of ExCom. '

- The Froehlke Report in 1969 proposed an Executive
Council for Defense Intelligence to either supersede or serve
in addition to the ExCom. Membership was to be the Deputy
Secretary of Defense, as chairman; the DCI, the President's
Scientific Advisor; the Chairman of the JCS; the Director of
Defense Research and Engineering (DDR&E); and the nroposed
Special Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Intelligence--
an expansion of ExCom membership at that time. ‘The proposed
Council was to have broader powers than ExCom had over all
Defense resource programs as to level of efiort, allocations
of R&D funds and responsibilities, program modifications,
and resource issues. The Froehlke proposzal was not carried out
in this particular. '

Approved For R§’|?§ 75¢6:2003/02/27 : CIA-RDP86B00269R000600030038-1

e+ it e am e et 6 e b b R 5 APAMRASN S U 1 g ey 8 £ Y




25X1

ld
B

N e

Approved For Rerease 2Q03102127 CIA- RD¥§63Q0269R009QOOO30038 -1

Ly

The Schilesinger Roeport in 1971, for all the range of its
coveraga, wirtually ;g worad the matter of ExCom and overhead
reconnaisszpce except to observe that the transfer of a RO

ssebs to a =ingle m

nager {(instead of tiwe sph.. meanageinzat betwaen
\

v 1975, No recommendauon was made

as to the identity of the "single manager.' The President's
Directive of 1971 simply notizd that the present management
i WRO st retained, 1mp11c1'3'.r rejecting the

"7.3 ¢ ”'}'\:.“ T
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3. Solectes Tntra-Conmumunity Ralationshios
1. A Sircle DOD Intellizoncce Authorily
Several reviews of the intelligence commuinity - -the Joint
Study Group Report, the House Apnnronriations Committee
J < 5 7 L <

Investigative Team Rep

Report and the SchaiesinT:
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The Joint Study G

sort, and others not covered by
£

ort. the Froehlke Report, the Fitzhugh
o]

ave noted the need to put the much fragmented

2 !
Defense or military intellizence activities under a single

fy ]
ks to the Services or other

roup in 1960 observed that, although

the Defenss Reorganization Act of 1958 was bringing about a

stronger JCS, this was
Defense intelligence.

not curing management problems of

The Study Group pronosed revising
y Iy ~ =g

NSCID's so as to assign responsibility for all military intelli-
gence to the Secretary of Defense, who could then delegate

specific tasks to the Services and JCS as he saw fit.

The

Secretary of Defense would thus serve as the authoritative
focal point to maintain cognizance over resources and reduce

waste and duplication.

The House Appropriations Committee Investigative Team

(HACIT) Report in 1968
in 1961, it was intended

recalled that when DIA was established
to have responsibility for the overall

management of all Defense intelligence assets, but that DIA had
been unable to carry this out largely because the Services had
not assigned to DIA officers trained in management and systems

analysis.

The Frochlke Report in 1969 went back to the creation

jin 1953 of the position o
.

{Special Operations) wh

f Assistant to the Secretary of Defense
ich had existed until the formation of

DIA in 1961. This assistant was to have had sweeping powers

to recommend policies,

guide programming, review plans and

programs, develop DOD positions on intelligence issues and

recommend economies
position was primarily
was handicapped by the

to the Secretary. In practice, the
concerned with NSA and in even this case
lack of clear-cut resource authority.

Such powers a

s the position had were transferred to DIA, but

DIiA's preoccupation with substantive matters
of its zssigned management responsibilities.

thus led to recommend to the Secretary of Defense the appointment

ES T2 .-
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led to the atrophy
Mr. Froehlke was
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of one individuni as Specizl Assistant to the Secretary of
fmr latellizence resource rmanagemesant
< and Desuty Secretary on 21l other

intelligen== m.otters. The Special Assistant would also be the
fense managzemeant contact with the DCI, OMB, PFIAB and

other non-DOD intelligence organizations and would represent

ot
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ot
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efense in such discussions. As to the size

Froehlie offered three

D 2 lzst s¢ 2 hrezten to invoke Congressional
disapgrowval; Tut, as Froenilke noted, the staffi should be at
least 1 :gh to do something about the fragmentation

efense inteliigence community. Mr. Froehlke believed
that the Special Assistant task would not be a full-time one,
and he was subsequently assigned most of the responsibilities
he proposed =s additional duties to his position as Assistant

Secretary of Defense/Administration. The nucleus of the
present ASD/I organization was formed.

The Fitzhugh Report of 1970 echoed Mr. Froehlke's
recommendations in calling for a single individual to represent
the Secretary of Defense in dealing with other intelligence
agencies and to coordinate and direct all intelligence activities
in Defense. This position was to be a full-time Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Intelligence, replacing the Assistant
Secretary for Administration.

The Schlesinger Report, a year later, likewise noted the
lack of central management of Defense intelligence activities
and the fact that the ASD/A was ineffective in this role because
he could not contrcl all Defense intelligence programs and was,
besides, preoccupied with administrative concerns. Schlesinger
supported the Fitzhugh recommendation for a full-time ASD/I
as a second alternative to an even more powerful Director of
Defense Intellizence with controlover 2ll intelligence activities
and resources, including tactical, and with clear-cut authority
to speak for the Secreary of Defense in all intelligence matters.

The President's Directive of 1971 did not address directly’
the need for a sinzle intelligence autaority in Defense, but did
note that inteiligence collecticn, largely managed by Deiense,
must come undor more effective maragement and closer cooxr-
dination with other intelligence programs.
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After 1t years of porceptions of the need, a strong
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emerzing
form of the retary for Intelligence.

num-er of intelligence and intelligence-related activities are
carried cn by DDR&E, Systeras Analysis, DIA and the JCS,
much of the frag

of the ASD/I.
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nentation is being reduc«,d by the authority

llizence Agency
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e
alated to the matter of = single authority over
Defense intelligence activities has been the question of a single
intelligence agency in Defense. The Joint Study Group tenta-
tively suggested that integration of the Service intelligence
activities might be helped by the establishment of a single
intelligence service for Defense, even though the special
expertise of the Services would still be needed. The implica-
tion in the Study Group Report was that the JCS, gaining
authority since the Deiense Reorganization Act of 1958, might
be that single service. This one offhand suggestion is pointed

to as the origin of DIA, which was established shortly there-

after in 1961.

The effort to centralize Defense intelligence activities
seems to have been left to DIA to work out for several years
after it was formed. The HACIT Report in 1968 noted that,
while DIA was originally intended to produce all finished
intelligence for all Defense components and for national level
production, it had become so overloaded that muach of its basic
work was being subcontracted back to the Services while DI1A
was trending toward becoming more of a manager of production
than a producer. As for the Service intelligence organizations,
they had nearly doubled in personnel since DIA was formed.

By 1969 it appears to have been generally recognized
that the DIA solution was not enough, and 2 more powerful
central authority was needed. The Froehlke Report called
for a Special Assistant to t‘*e Secretary of Defense, but did
not mention DIA as such. The Fitzhugh Report in 1970 propoced
a second Deputly Secretary of Defense for Operations (requiring
a legislative change} 2and under him an ASD/I with the additional
title of Director of Defense Intelligence (DDI). This official
would be the Defense representative on USIB; direct and control
all Defense intelligence activities not organic to combat forces;
review all intelligence programs and recommend resource
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z1locations; review and evaluate » q_ irements for collection
and producticn and evaluate the o aduy cts; conduct periodic
cvaluations of Defense intzelligence processes; review and
consolidate intellicence R LD; and develop procedures to protect

sources and methods., Under the DDI there would be a Defense
Security Command controiling 21l Defense collection activities
nct or :amc to combat forces, and a Defense Intelligence

ency to replace DIA. The latter would provide
current intelligence, threat assessments, fvusaed intelligence

The Schlesinger Reoport in 1971 supported the Fitzhugh
recommendations for a Director of Defense Intelligerce in control
of all intelligence production and resources and oifered a less
powerful ASD/I as 2 second option. The President's Directive
in November 1971, however, called for the retention of DIA,
which was to be fully responsive to the JCS for support of
military planrnnrJr and operations. :

The Authority of NSA Versus »the Militery

The position of NSA and its Director vis-a-vis the JCS
has been a recurring concern in several of the reports covered
in this review--in the Joint Study Group Report, the Eaton
Report, the Bross Report and the Fitzhugh Report. The core
of this issue has been control over collection resources, largely
for electronic intelligence (Elint) purposes.

The Joint Study Group Report in 1960 expressed doubt
that the major portion of Elint resources should be in the Unified
and Specified Commands (U-S Commands), a situation which
worked against unified control of U.S. Sigint activities, but also
noted that dynamic and aggressive leadership on the part of the
Director of NSA (D/NSA) was needed to handle the problem. NSA
was being adversely affected by the concept of partnership with
the Services, and more and more of NSA's authority was being
exercised by the military departments and the Service Cryptologic
Agencies {SCA's). The Study Group reemphasized that it was
NSA's reawpcmsunl1 ty under NSCID-6 to develop an effective,
unified organization and to control the activities of the SCA's
if necessary with the help of the Szcretary of Defense to enJcnn
full cooperation by the military departments. The Report ’
recommended the Secretary of Defense move to place more of
the Elint resources under NSA and to review the partnership
concept so as to strengthen the authority of the Director of NSA
over the SCA's.

-
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Aggravated by progressive take-ovess ol &1 £ 3
budgeted for NSA bHut n2eded by the military ¢oarticularly during
3

surfaced in cthe

t
the Vietnzm "War), the WSA-Services confl
s report noted the lack of confidence
Services as to each othar's ability to
C

omplementary services; the Services

3
Eaten Report in 1963, Thi
between NSA and the

lacked confidence in NSATs o ~.l‘-.ity- to sunoort military operations;

NSA was convinced that the Services would take over Comint

resources ani {oay therm to national use. The prob-

e Director of NSA were seen to dexrive from his lack
the Secretary of Defznse and otlr=rs in Defense

with claims on Sigint resources; irom Service directives to

the SCA's which ignored or overrode D/NSA's authority and

responsibilities; irom the inadequacy of military representation

4

of access to

[¢7]

at NSA management levels; and from the physicalisolation of
NSA a2t Fort Meade.

The Eaton Report recommended strengthening of the
authority of NSA over the SCA's; review by D /NSA of the SCA's
use of resources; and resistance to further military removal
of Sizint resources from NSA's control. The principle was
stated that, if military Elint resources were properly part of
a tactical force, they should be considered as organic to that
force as its weapons and should be budgeted for as such and
subjected to the same constraints as other force-related
budget items. 'The fact that these resources will have to be
evaluated against other Service requirements should discipline
their acquisition n the face of budgetary and cther limits."

In 1969 the Bross Report echoed the Eaton views and
called for the development of criteria by which resources could be
identified as either national or tactical, recormmending that if in
douit, the resources should be designated national. Bross also
agreed with Eaton that when resources were designated as
tactical, they should be removed irom the intelligence program
in Defense-Prcgram III and enter the general forces é)rogram—
Prosram Il and there compete for funds with other general
force items. FIroehlke commented on the NSA-Services prob-
lem only as a further illustration of the fragmentation of
intelligence activitics and the necd for an auvthority to resolve
the issue.
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The Fitzhugh Reosort in 1870 scems to be the high point
oi the Director of NSA. As head of the pro-
posed Defensze Security Command (DSECC) the Director oi
NSA would "comunand ail designated Defense collection and
processing activities, delegating management as necessary. "
implicitly, under such overwhelming authority, the SCA
problam would disappear.

The Schlesinger Report in 1971 merely noted the disarray
in Defense managemsnt where NSA was unable to control the
SCA's to develop 2 coherent Sigint program and recommended
establishing NSA as a truly national cryptologic service, con-
solidating the SCA's and saving | |in one year alone.

The Presidential Directive in 1971 called for a unified
National Cryptologic Command under the Director of NSA to
be established by Defense directive.

The concept of a Central Security Service {C3S) derives
from Schlesinger's recommendation, and the Director of NSA
has the CSS as part of his title. In practical fact, a CSS has
never come about, and the staff set up for it has dwindled to
about five pecple. Nevertheless, with this idea and the
progressive Sigint withdrawal from overseas where the inter-
cept stations were manned by SCA personnel, the power and
independence of the SCA's are waning and a single national
cryptologic service is becoming more of a possibility.

The State Department, the Foreign Service and Intelligence
There has been little mention of the State Department,

its Bureau of Intelligence Research or the Foreign Service

in the studies read for this review. The Jecint Study Group

commented that State and the Foreign Service seemed. indifferent
to intellicence and recommended that State place more emphasis

=

on intelligence in indoctrinating field personnel. The Kirkparick-

Schuyler-Coyne Report in 1962 only urged CIA to establish
central coordination and control over contacts by Clandestine
Service personnel with counterparts in State and drew atten-
tion to the perennial differences between State and CIA over
cover positions atrozd. The Shute Report in 1567 called on
State to restore its mernbership in the National Indications
Center to ensure political views were reflected in strategic
warning analysis. The Katzenback Report of 1667 touches on
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State in tko course of an historical revizw of mechanisms
r

reviewinz and approving covert oseraticas.
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> Dhoto Irnicroreiatian Ceonter
Altno g no lon

zr a major source of disoute, the pro
t and location of a naticnal photo interpre

<

lem of thie management an

tation center was add essed in several reports--the Joint
Siudy Group, Kirkparrizk-Schuyler-Coyne, the CIA Long-

Range Plan, the Shute and Bross Reports.

In connaction with what was then called visual-aerial
collection, the Joint Study Group Report in 1960 noted that
CIA was developing a photo interpretation (PI) center in
collaboration with Army and Navy, and that another center
was under development at the Strategic Air Command. The
two centers would need to be brought ba*etber fcr the best use
of SAMOS photography, and the community had agreed thata
central PI facility should be estabhshed for quick, initial read-
out, with the interpretation and collzteral data then going to the
agencies for more specialized interpretation. The quesiion
was whether such a center should be in CIA or in Defense.
If the prime need were for strategic warrning, Defense should

- have it, particularly since Congrgss would be reluctant to

increase CIA's budget. In any case, the decision should be
reached through consultation between the DCI and the Secretary
of Defense and a new NSCID drawn up to reflect the decision
(subsequently NSCID-38).

The Kirkpatrick-Schuyler-Coyne Report in 1962 called
for USIB to review the workload at what had come to be called
the National Photo Interpretation Center (NPIC); it was doubtful
NPIC could keep up with the volumes of satellite photography

expected in the coming months and prompt processing was a must.

The Long-Range Plan of CIA in 1965 also noted that NPIC
was having its troubles with the information explosion and called
for a reviawr of NSCID-8, particularly the provision for the
transier of NPIC to Defense in wartime. It also noted that NPIC
personnel increases 2s projected would account for over half of
CIA's expzasion over the next five years, but acknowledged that
more trained photo iiterpreters would be essential to keep up

with the flow of photography.
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The Shute Repert en Strategic irarmng in 1967 called

for cleser intesration of shiotograpny as a source of in
O =z

warning

o

information and suguested NIC-NPI joint read-out tears

for spccialized Scan:ung in icrmes cf crisis and the development
of a Reconnaissance \‘Jarn*.ncr b‘urv \; zs a guide to read-out

The Bross Report ia 1969 obzo-ved that, while WNPIC

seemed appropriately located in the Directorate of Intelligence

in G1A, future developments might 2rgue for a quasi-independent

status for it as a service of comrnon concern as future imagery
collection expanded.

Neither the Schlesinger Report nor the Presidential
Directive in 1971 addressed NPIC as an issue.
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The Auvthority of thae DCI over Resources

—

ihe general autihiority orf the DCi as cornmunity leader

has already been discussed., This section addresses the specific
role cf the DCI with respect to the community's resources. This
role is much less clear and established than the DCIi's position
as finzl substantive authority for the community’s product. The
nead for overall resource authority is of fairly recent origin; it
has emsrred only as the upward growth of comimunity budgets
has been hzlted and hard choices have had to be made on the
amounts and locations of reductions in allocations.

The Joint Study Group Report and others in the early and
mid-1960's are silent on resource authority and management,
>
but by the time of the ZTatcn Report in 1968, it was being proposed
that the DCI take a greater part in Defense resource decisions,
primarily by establishing general guidance, planning and com-_
paring resource opiions to anticipated community needs.

The Bross Report in 1969 was the first of the studies used
in this review to include DCT responsibility in the resource area
as part of the coordination of national intelligence activities, the
responsibility being to ensure that resources produce the informa-
tion needed by policy makers. This report compiained that no
mechanism existed to review and control the four large intelli-
gence resource programs in their entirety and that resource issues
were identified and decided so rapidly that the DCI was unable to
formulate his position as part of the decision process, particularly
in terms of the substantive impacts of resource choices. Bross
looked to the Target Oriented Display resource accounting system
and the Nationzl Intelligence Resources Board as means of keeping

in touch with issues and permitting the DCI to have greater influence

in program reviews.

Neither the Froehlke nor the Fltzhuch Reports, which were
concerned with the Defense Department, addressed themselves
to the DCI's role in resource ranag=ment.

The Schlesinger Report in 1971 notes correctly that the
DCI's authority in resources had been minimal because he was
essentially a competitor for resources for Agency programs and
could expect little influence over the 85 per cent of the total

~',.<\'\ <3
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community resources which were under control of the Se r
of Defease, NIPE and NIRD were of little value to the DCI, and
USIB was ineffective on resource matters. Schlesinger's

for a stronger community leader clearly included control over
all resources in ore case and a review fuanction in the other by
means of a2 Consolidated Intelligence Program and Budget to be

b}

presented to the President.

1

This view seers ta be reflected in the Presidential Directive
of Noverzber 1971, which charged the DCI to plan and review aill
intelligence act s and the allocation of all inteliigence resources
through preparing a consolidated intelligence program budget
which would include tactical intelligence. President Ford, in
his letter of October 9, 1974, asked the DCI to continue o
exercise leadership by planning and reviewing all intelligence
programs and resources, including tactical intelligence, for a
consolidated program budget, considering the comparative
effectiveness of collection programs and relative priorifies
among intelligence tar o C :

tivitie

gets., ’ _ , s
A Community Rescurce Management Body

. £s is the case with all aspects of resource management,
there was little pressure to evaluate and control resource levels
and allocations while budgetary trends were climbing upward.
In the late 1960's rising manpower costs, increased cost and
complexity of collection systems and growing manpower figures
for community agencies ran into Bureau of the Budget, Presi-
dential and Congressional opposition, and the need became all
too apparent for séme means of liriiting the upward trend and
distributing available dollars where they would do the most good.

The Joint Study Group Report called on USIB to play 2 more
constructive role in community management and suggested that
agencies' intelligence programs be reviewed by USIB for con-
sistency and adherence to guidance before being submitted as
budget items. The report recognized that USIB as then con-
stituted would be unable to do this, but proposed that a manage -
ment group of senior officials from z11 the agencies be set up
under USIB for program review., The NSC,in going over the
Group's recommendations, proposed this function be moved to the
DCI's Assistant for Coordination. The Groun also noted that
differences in agency accouating systems made track keeping
difficult and urged USIB to refine techniques for cost and manpower

A £TANET
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acconntiny by identiiving whicl aciloftics were properly inte i

cence in funcrion and thus zooreoriately under the DCI and USTE.

In 1968 the Faton Reoort noted the recent creation of the
Nzational Intelligeace Resources Poard and hoped it wonld be
helpful to the DCI in evaluating information produced against the
resources which nroduced it in order to arrive at sowne relative
effectivensss rating to guide resource allocation. During the
work of the Eoton Panel, zeveral suggostions v 2re made to hizh
levels in Daofense for greater cornrnunity participation in Defense
but these were rejected as uawarranted

The DBross Report in 1259 observed that no mechaaism
existed to control the iour larg
totality, and that UGSIB resource-related committees had nct been

bevond laying on requirements.

a resource programs in their

involved in resource matters
In soma rather vague respects, the Executive Council for
Defense Intelligence, suzgested by Froehlke in 1969, might have
served as a community rnanagement body since he proposed that
it guide and participate in the formulation of resource programs
and advise the Secretary of Defense on appropriate resource
levels, allocations and the approval of programs, and since its
membership included the DCI and the Scientific Advisor in addition
to senior Defense officials.

The Fitzhugh Report of 1970 failed to address community
management and concentrated on Defense management machinery.
Schlesinger in 1971 noted that DCI efiorts at management through
NIPE and NIRB were resisted and generally ineffective and that
USIB was likewise ineffective in a management role, but failed
to specify an alternative communify device that might work.

The President's Directive in November 1971 did, however,
go to this problem by creating an Trtelligence Resources Advisory

cmmittee (IRAC), chaired Ly the DCI with senior members from
Defense, State, OMB and CIA to advice the DCI on the preparation
of the intellizence budzert and the allocation of resources among
srograms. _RAC and its Working Group coustitute todav's
community maunagement device and are progressively filling ow:
the role such a tody must play.
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The need for a sincle conirrl resource managemen

acthority over too 3947

<
been mientioned in the oup, HACIT, Eaton, Bross,
Froehlke, Fitzhiugh an wlzsinger Reports. In 1960, however,

the need for an authorita-

that the JCS, though
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They recommended ‘he Secretary cf Defznse make military
intelligence conform to that sct by establishing an authority
in the Ofiice of the Secretary of Defense to review military
intelligence programs and by strengthening the JCS with morea
resources and giving it authority over the intelligence activities
of the U&S Commands. The NSC called for implementing this
after study by the JCS, and there the matter rested for awhile.

The HACIT Report of 1668 noted DIA's inability to exercise
overall management of DOD intelligence assets hecause of 2
shortage of rnana.gement—trained officers and commented that
DIA's Consolidated Intelligence Program (CIP) lacked hard
criteria as to what should be included in it. Moreover, the
CIP was too detailed and onercus, requiring about 175,000
man hours to prepare required inputs. Managerment by resource
issue was proposed as a more effective method and attention
was urged to the developmental work on this theme being done
in ASD/Syst ms Analysis.

The Eaton Report in 1968 called for a central review in
Defense where all programs could be looked at as a whole,
otherwise the magnitude of the intelligence effort would reach

unacceptable proportions, and in the ensuing reductions, effective .

resources could sufier aleng with marginal ones. The Secretary
of Defense should ensure that the Consolidated Crvptologic
Program (CCP) was properly reviewed, compared and subject
to a single decision procedure proverly phased with the budget
cycle. :

The Bross Report in 1¢69 cited as a most perplexing prob-
lem the provision for cent ralized review of the iliree large
Defense programs to 2nsure they were =fficiently interrelated.
Control channels differed for each program, although the DCI
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eview z.uthority ould involve his double loyalgy to
ary of Defense. Creating a fall scale
set up a competitive substantive center
‘he hast move would be to set up 2

De_cuty Secretary of Defense with e

ers with one cof the early tasks

smalil sIaii

i C tte
to make uniform the control by the Secretary of Defense over
all the program managzers.

- Mr. Froehlke, as ASD/Administration, went directly to
the prablem by recommending to Mr. Laird that he name one
indivigual to act as the Special Assistant to the Secretary oi
Defense to be responsible for intelligence rescurce management
and ta ac=t as adviser on all other intelligence matters. He
would m.ake the trade-offs among the problems and act for

the Secretary in directing certain broad manzgement activities
other than resources, Hs would not manage tactical resources,
but skould be cognizant of them and their impact on national
resources. He would set up a Consolidated Defense Intelligence
Program {CDIP) for all Deiense intelligence resources and
develop 2 Five-Year Intelligence Resource Plan for future
allocations. Mr. Froehlke got the job,and as he observed, it was
not a full-time one.

The Fitzhugh Report in 1970 found it necessary to observe
that there was little or no coordination of scattered Defense
intelligence activities leading to much duplication, waste and
overcollection of unuszble information. The Panel called for

‘establishinz a second Deputy Secretary for Operations and

making him the Secretary's agent in intelligence matters through
an ASD/intelligence to serve also as Director of Defense Intelli-
gence. e would review all programs, evaluate activities
and recom .A-L,.-d to the Deputy Secretary of Defense for Operations
on allacations

The Schlesinzer Report declared that in intelligence
management, ASD/Admvm.st’-auon was proving ineiffective
becawse he could not control all programs and svas more absorbed
in administrative matters, and the Deputy Secretary was too busy

e e : ;B e
it v',;
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1o devote much time to intelll jonce. rie supported the Fitzhugh

Report in its call for a Direotor of Defense Intelligence, or an

ASD/I full time as a weaker zltzrnaiive. The President's

Directive of Noverater 1971 was notably nonsaecific regarding
e

Defense intelligence, noting only that intclligence collection
, 2 y =

programs (largely financed by Defense) must come under more

effective management and coordination with other intelligence

programs.

I.ong-Ranze Planning

Long-range planning has been slow in developing in the
intelligence cocmmunity. Except for the Long-Range (15 year)
Plan directed by Admiral Rabornas DCI in 1965 and confined

to CIA, there have been no real plans made for any organization

or function. Papers calied Plans' exist all over, but they are

 seldom more than assemblies of objectives and could stand

unchanged {and oiten do) for years. Certainly, nothing resembling
a community plan was attempted until late 1972, and that was
necessarily quite general in tone.

The Joint Study Group Report in its last chapter, "The Fulure,
observed that intelligence was too often the handmaiden to current
operations to the detriment of long-term considerations. Atten-
tion should be paid to future troubles and future technological
developments. The community should set up arrangements for
planning its work and anticipating its problems as far ahead as
it can. Lyman Kirkpatrick, who chaired the Joint Study Group,
logically got the job five years later to put together the Raborrn
Long-Range Plan for CIA in 1665. The plan projected interna-
tional situations as far ahead as it reasonably could and tried to
sketch out what these would require in CIA responses. It also
took note of internal Agency trends, projecting them out to where
decisions would be required or procedures adjusted; for example,
the probable mass retirement in the early 1970's of thefirst
generation of CIA and the manning ’and management problems
this would cause. The plan expatiated on the virtues of planning
and called for the setiing up of 2 permanent planning staff.

During the late 1960's such planning as then was part of
the Planning, Prograrmming and Bud z:ts System (PPBS) setin
vogue under McNamara in Dofense. This planning was essentially
short term {five years at best) and confined to a given agency,
practically by definition. The HACIT Report of 1968 only brushes
the planning idea, largely as necessary for resource issue study.

'?-.7\“‘ 4“.‘1«’ soer T
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planning fo s be tegun at once to
auide decisions on the closing of cwerseas stations. The Bross
Resort in 1959, so comprenensive in other respects, was silent
on the planning function.

The Froehlke Report of 1769 uryed a Five-Year Intelligence
Resources Plan to improve resource allocaticns by bearing
future needs in mind as a key responsibility for the Special
Assistant beirg proposzd. Such a plan would strive to permit
early resource decisions {especially for long lead ix.ems),
explore the likely adequacy of resources against fu
and analyze resource implications of future reqmremen*s. The
Schlesinger Report of 1971 notes that the absence of planning has
led to overemphasis on ccllection aad intakes of volumes of
information beyond any prospect of being used, but fails to
specify the need for planning and the means to develop it. The
President's Directive of 1371 failed to assign planning as a
specific task to any of the organizations it established to support
the expanded role of the DCIL

Cross-Program Review

The concept of cross-program review is a recent develop-
ment. Most of the 1960's were taken up in irying to find out how
best to review a single program, and practice varied from very
detailed scrutiny (as with the CCP) to practically no review at all

(as with the NRP). Cross-program review became a reasonable

procedure only with the emergence in Mr. Froehlke's staff of a
resource authority, -ostensibly over all programs, although it
took several years to ''normalize® the NRO which reifused even
to participate in the first such review in the summer of 1970.

Cne major block to cruss-program review has always
been the great differences in accounting procedures among the
programs and the differing standards 2s to what is in and what
is cut of each prozram. Somc eiforts at standardization have

been attempted--notably the Target-Oriented Display, its successor

the Consolidatzd Intellizence Resource Information System {CIRIS),
ard the studies of a potential Intclligence Management Information
System (IMIS). As yet, no final solution has been found. ’
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The HACIT Ponc i in 1968
C

problerms orf woorking wiin Tae
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side revizw of the CIP in 1790 had found it ins
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cutting--30 per ceat of the reductions were Culs in soug
increases rather than cufs in ongoing costs--and in manpower
control. Moreover, the differences in cost structures between

ing between program and dbudget line items virtuzlly impossible,
especiaily Operations and Mantenance {O&M) which accounted
for 45 per cent of th2 program. Instead of the CIP, the report
suggested working through specific resource issues to get at
program problems. The Eaton Report noted briefly similar
problems with the CCP. The CDIE proposed by Froehlke to
enfold all three major Defense programs, has encountered the
same obstacles, but can transcend thern by being content with
fairly large aggregations as builcing blocks.

Another problem in cross-program review is the identifi-
cation and selection of resource issues. In basic terms, this

means that, confronted with a hard Congressional or Presidential

ceiling on the totzl intelligence effort, where are cuts taken so
as to let some more useful or future-oriented project or opera-
tion grow and yet stay under the dollar or manpower limits ?
This brings in the art of evaluation, and there has not yet been
developed a way to measure the value of information produced
versus the cost of its acquisition in a uniform way for all the
elements in all the programs. Systems have been proposed,
but none yet adopted to replace the subjective feel' by partici-

pants in the cross-program review. This can lead to an impres-

sion of arbitrariness, especially by those whose projects are
cut, and reclamas are much resorted to.

The nature of the situation with which cross-program
review must contend is best described by Schlesinger. More
or less verbatim, his report says: '

In recent years the line between military and
nonmilitary intelligence has faded; S&T intelligence
is worked on by everyone; national and tactical
intelligence are harder to szparate; and technical
advances have created new collection possibilities
which do not fit into traditional divisions and are not
covered by any uniform national policy. With no
governing body over the community, the community
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has resor : moromises adversely afiecting
cost and mariocmance., Iho distribuiion of func-
tions= i< ingly fragmented and Aisorganized.
Comnun tivities have become dominated by

ctif‘r‘. ition, which is unpreductively
lcatl ccounts for 75 per cent of the

virance hased on collection
reat redundance of data.
2rmzin in operation beyond

I

and as they age, they drop from
< tzken over at command and
tactical levels where they continue to collect largely
redundant data. The community's growtn has been
unplanned and unguided; resource decisicns have
been made without serious forward planning; the
consumer fails to define his needs; the producer
encourages ccllection just in case; and the collecter
emphasizes guantity of output over quality. There
are few attempts at interagency trade-ofis and
compariscns. Budgefary control is no substitute
for centralized management,

a
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6. Control of R&D

R&D decisions are peculiarly important and expensive.
With each approval of an R&D proposal, there is implicit
acceptance of the cost-tail reaching beyond it in testing, pro-
curements, training, deployment and ultimately replacement
and termination.

In 1960 the Joint Study Group took note of the absence of
R&D coordinzsion, with overlapping projects being developed
without reference to one another, and recommended closer
Defense-CIA contacts on R&D pro.posals with intelligence uses.
In 1962 the Kirkpatrick-Schuyler-Coyne Report recommended that
CIA R&D be plzced under the new Deputy Director for Research
for better conircl and economy, but that it drop control as a
project became operational; its personnel as scientists would be
relat‘vely inexperienced at operations. The Liong-Range Plan
of CIA in 1755 recommendead that the Agency set aside 3 per cent
to 5 per cent of its budget for long-term research not to be
diverted by day-to-day technical requirements. The Bross
Report of 1259 noted the unique R&D position of CIA's Directorate
of Science 2nd Technology where R&D could be focused entirely
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Rezources

Tacticel intelligence rosources under the military depaxt-
ments,

znd the U&5 Comrmands and their component
commands hzve been a difficult sublect for years. During the
Vietnam ¥ the Services tcok over, for tactical purposes,
numercss systems and men budgeted ior by NSA in the CCP

as national resources., The Eztoa Report weighed in against
this practice 2nd set the principle, repeated by Bross, that
resources designated as ta
should be put in the general forces programs of the Services

and kept there and zudge 1 ‘

ctical or used for tactical ends

other cost items in that prozram. Because of varyipcf criteria
¥ imposs‘ ole to determine, although it is
estimated to te a2bout one-third of the attributed sum to national
intelligence. Control of tnis vast aggregation is thus a most
important mattexr,

for identification, the actual aggregate cost of tactical intelli-
gence is virtualily

In the 1960's and earlier, it was unthinkable that the DCI

 should have ary handle on tactical intelligence; this was clearly

up to the JCS and the Services. As it has become more and
more essential that intelligence be brought under fiscal control,
attention has teen drawn to the need for the DCI as the principal
intelligence coiiicer of the government to be able to speak for
tactical, as well as national, resources and so this charge was
put on him by President Nixon's Birective in 1971 and reiterated
in President Tord's letter of Qctober 9, 1974,

The ¥ 42CIT Report in 1963 in discussing DIA's Consolidated
Intelligence Plan noted that the plan was klurred by the lack of
firm critcria as to “vhat should bz included in it and that a number
cf tacticzl 2ssets of use to nziional intelligence lay cutside it and
wore thus not under DIA scrutiny for efiiciency and duplication.

As Eaton noted in 1668, the Services, for their part, were
becoming increasingly concerned at the trend toward centralizing

o

e N
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in N3A functicos traditionally performed for the Services by
i civilian chavacter of NSA did not add to the

the SCa's. Thoe
Services' cenfide tions and rescurces could
be depended upon in the event of a crisis or war. This was
particilarly true of Elint resources, which in many cases,
are practically indistinguishable from those of Electronic

Warfzre.

Le Bross Rﬁport i 1969 echozd the Eaton Report, but

I 2nd national intelligence agencies were

control over assets for which they had

14 responsibility. Bross called for criter:
ive tactical cornmanders operational
ces needed in onerations while recognizing
that distinctions between national and tactical were often
artificizl. In case of doubt, the choice should be to designate

¥

the resource zs national.

The Froehike Report had the proposed Special Assistant
not responsible for tactical resources, but aware of them ior
their impacts on national intelligence. Fitzhugh narrowed
"tactical" to resources organic to combat forces and also
excluded them from the control of his proposed Director of
Defense Intelligence, although he would have the authority to
coordinate intelligence production which was organic to combat
forces.

The Schlesinger Report in 1971 would have the Director
of Defense Intelligence responsible for tactical, as well as
national, resources. Schlesinger estimated that the DDI's
review of tactical intelligence could save $12 million in 1972
and $200 million by 1975. The President in November 1971 said
he would lock to the DCI to provide judgments on the efficiency
and effectiveness of all intelligence programs and activities

(including tactical intelligence) and to recommend the appropriate

allocation of resources to be devoted to intelligence.

Tactical intelligence resources are too numerous, diverse
and scattered to be brought uader supervision easily. Implemen-
tation of the DCI's new authority and responsibility for tactical
rescurces will be a slow process.
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ireinents problem seem to lie in the

cor wvirtual encyclopedic iniormation
In the absence of guidance from

z to be able to answer any and all

kK collectors for much more

se but wants to have at hand just in

this is a virtually unmanageable

ord but, becauce cf their very
situation is aggravated by the

o put out another requirement

if the information is al*’eady

rather than cezrek the files to se
available,

The Joint Study Group observed in 1960 that there was no
mechanism to guide collection by selective levying of requirements
and evaluating the information returned. There was no single place
to check if the needed information was alrcady available. There
were too many people in too many requirements mills. USIB's
Pricrity National Intelligence Cbhiectives (PNIOs) were ineffective

and diffuse. Military requirements were heavily duplicative as among
the Services. There was no across-the-board coordination and no
central review or clearing house. The whole area of requirements
was severely undisciplined. The Study recommended tkat USIB set
up a central reguirements facility and a program for uniform USIB
collection guides and country basis, leaving specific requirements
to the severzl agencies. It also recommended that military require-
ments be coordinated \vithin Defense to reduce duplication and avoid
concentrauoq on low-level targets.

The Cuban Missile Crisis Post Mortem in 1962 noted that, while
intelligence reguirements were comprehensive, they failed adequately
to target the oifensive aspects of the Soviet build-up and tended to be
tao all-inclusive.

m

The CIA Long Range Plar in 1965 again urged tighter control
of requirements by USIB, ncting that 2 continuing challonve over the
rears has been the levying of requirements in a discriminating
systematic maznner. This challenge could be met in part by the
aoplication of systems analy¢is and cost-effectiveness techniques to
tizhten the definition of what further information is needed in the light
cf the cost of acguiring it.
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The Cunningham Revort of 195¢ is entirely devoted (o the

requirements proslem z2nd ig as v=lid today as when it was written,
The principal findings of this Report were that CIA was collecting

too much information and thet, lailing to get iimportant information,
it was flooding the systern with sec o<;do.ry material. The volumes
of information were d:grading nroduction, meaking the recognition of
significant information more difficult in the mass of the trivial. There
was no definition oi :."_:rat the Government veally needed from intelli-
gence and so the communitv ogperated on its own assumptions which
tended to cover =

o

again just in case. Efforts to establish
priorities were =z Izi ere was no evidence that collectors would
act any differently o
get what was easy to

community had ealy th

a: ifferent ordering. Collectors would tend to
et regardless of the pm rity or lack of it. The

e beginnings of a capability to correlate one
collection system with another so each could concentrate on what it
could uniquely do, and it had not even begun to distinugish between

what was essential in information and what was merely nice to know.

As to the management of requirements, the Report declared zhat
validation was haphazard and coordination imperfect. There was too
little communication between analysts and collectors so that analysts
could know what each collector was capable of, and requirements were
issued with no attention to procecssing and analytical abilities to handle
the information requested. The Cunningham Report, in an effort to
bring requirements under some degree of control, set forth the
following guidelines:

define the Government's needs;

challenge the community's assumptions;

identify the most important gaps and prioritize them;
reduce the volume of requirements;

train the aralysts to write fewer but better requirements;
discriminaie between the important and the trivial;
record orzal requirements; ¢

systematize the validation of requirements;

improve anzlyst-collector communication;
systematize cperational support;

analyze the true need for any new collection system;
evaluate what has already been collected;

stop covering the whole world superficially.

Iz 1968, the HACIT Report was quite critical of DIA's handling
of requirements. DIA collection and management was by SICRs
(Specific Intelligence Collection Requirement), verifying that an
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n too broad, are lev1ed on
manzgement at various
e the need for information

ated theme)}. The Zaten
as ihey applied to SIGIXNT.
was strangely silent on

The Froehlke Report in 1999 touched lightly on requiremen
obsarving that there was no way to evaluate requlremﬂnts in ter'ns
of thjectives. No one knew the minimum level of information that
wo:ld satisfy a requirement, but that resource limits would force
the community to collect 2t minimum levels so as to leave increasingly
_sczrce assets free to cover other needs. The Fitzhugh Report in
1932 also noted that more information was being collected than could
ever be used and that there was no procedure to evaluate the validity
of reguirements, the effectiveness of collection production and the
valie cf the product.
_ The Schlesinger Report in 1971 observed that USIB's requirements
were too all-inclusive.and that this robbed them of effect. This
situztion hampered USIB's role in managing resources; it would be
dificult to press for reductions when standing USIB requirements
called for mare resources than the community had.

The President's Directive of Novemnber 1971 assigned as one of
the DCI's four major responsibilities the reconciling of intelligence
rewairements and priorities within budgetary constraints and charged
US:3 to advise and assist the DCI in carrying out this responsibility.
President Ford's letter of October 1974 continues this charge on the
DC: the annual consolidated program budget should consider the
co:::ara.tive effectiveness of collection programs and the relative
orizzities among intelligence targets. '

‘e
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(This section mmakes no titempdt 1o cover the l.?.rge and
rse field of collection; it only r~cord: past comments on
cted recurrent matters.)

The evalation of cellcction =3 stems is essential to the
menzgcment of the intelligence community, enabling managers

Lernnni‘.:on in

, as
ial fragments of
information from a wide array of scurces, and in the process
the relative contributions of the varicus sources become
virtually impossible to distinguish. This situation makes
coherent and consistent e
.
“

and has impeded efforts

<

aluation of collectors very difficult
o this end in recent years.

The need to evaluate collection emerges first in the CIA
Long Range Plan in 1963 where 2 call is made for tae
application of cost effectiveness techniques and. systems

~analysis to requirements with consequent effect on decisions

to acquire new collection systems.

The Cunningham Report in 1966 is more extensive in
discussing this problem. It noted that evaluation by analysts
was disorganized, wastefu!l and burdensome. The initiative
for evaluation often came from the collector to the analyst,
and the latter, not wishing to cut off a possible source of
data, tended to praise the collector and ask for "more of the
same, ' regardless of actual or potential need. As a result,
collectors acquired favorable '"report cards, ! regardless
of true performance or “19 community's need for their
inforrnation in the light of other sources. In addition, certain

collectors resisted evaluztion and were reluctant to risk their

systems or operations to comparison with others. As a
paxrtial solution, the report recommended that more contact
be encouraged between analvst and collector and that analysts
become morce aware of the costs of systems providing them
information. The ceport also observed that the variety of
information contributing to anzlysis and the arrival at a view
of a situation was so diverse as to make relative distinction
as to source contributinn a matter of guess ratner than

",".:-\' I ol e ¥adre
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systematic judgment. In the absence of clear understianding
ci what the CGorernniens nceded from ins tolligence, evaluation

of sources' relevance ‘o consurner needs was proble
&t oest, in the absence of standards for system effectiveness.

While the Gunningham Report deals specifically with
coliccticn evaluation, other reports treat it implicitly in
repezted expression: of rsed for some relative grading of
Ioctive can be identified and supported
ss productive cut back when reductions are neces

..4 P’f
At

D
1955 commented thet nmo criteria existe
for source evaluation or for bala ncing the cest of obtaining
information against the value of having it. The Eaton Report,
alsaz in 19€3, calied Zor the DCI to make authoritative and
cocnsistent determinations as to the eifectiveness of sources
in satisfying intelligence needs as expressed in a National

Inteiiiae nce Plan, These determinations and derived DCI

uidance should provide a basis for decisior as to what resourcss

shauld be reduced, =xpanded, or replaced Vfluh new systems.

The Froehlke Report in 1969 set as one major objective a
meckanism for makin g comparisons among programs toward

“developing the most eificient intell ligence system, implicitly

based on some means of distinguishing the productive collector
from the less so. The Fitzhugh Report in 1970 also noted the
absence of any effective mechanism to allocate collection
resources for the most economical collection effort or to
evaiuate the effectiveness of collection and production. ,
Throughout the Schlesinger Report, the inability of the com-
muaity to identify and promote the effective collectors and
reduce the ineffective is pointed to as an example of manage-
ment shoertcoming recuiring change and correction. The
consumer ‘E:ils to define his needs, the producer encourages
collectien just in case, and the collector em nphasizes quantity
over quant - The emphasis on collection as the key to success
downplays production and analysis and output is guided by
collection and technolsgy.
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3. Expancsion of Overt Collection _ o
Overt collection seems often to be overlooked in the
emphasis on clandestine and technical collectors, but overtly
acquired information is the bedrock of much intelligence analysis.
" The Joint Study Group urged greater use of ¥SOs, Attaches
and contacts with U.S. business with interests abroad to
increase the flow of this useful data and hoped that MAAGs
could 21so be encouraged by the JCS to use their accesses for
25X1 intelligence purposes. |
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Technical advances in collection over the past decade
and a half, particularly in imagery, have created floods of
information with no proportional increase in analytical

perscnnel to use it 2il--and this is likely to be compounde

ry.

The Joint Study Group in 1960 made little reference to
any informeation explcsion; satellite imagery was still a few
he exponential increase in data had not yet
begua. Bz:' 1965, however, the Long Range Plan of CIA took
account ¢f the technological revolution which was producin
grezt amocunts of information on capabilities but very httle
on mtem.'.u;-_s, noting that the ability tc process and analyze

11 this dataz was by no means able to keep up, particularly
in the case of NFIC. As was so often the case in the mid-60's
Autamatic Data Processing (ADP) was looked to for =olut1:>ns,
and the Pl¢n, notirg expenditures of for collecticn
and oaly [ | on ADP, urged sizeable increases in the

e
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~ADP effort under an Agency-wide plan.

The Cunningham Report in 1966 criticized the ethic of the
Long Range Plan for its "More is Better' emphasis and
rejected the implicit idea that anything can be solved by adding
more facts. We were hypnotized by statistics and bits of
infarmation, particularly in the military and academia. The
prchlem, as Cunningham saw it, was that once we developed
a callection capability we used it, and it acquired a momentum
of its own, controlling us, rather than vice wersa. ¥or '
example, the programming of photo-satellite launches was

mare gevarned by the need for more photography. In information

cormrmunications, where CIA was handling messages in
1933, it was hc_nahngI;l in 1965, an Increase ofDimes.
And =11 this data was multiplied many times over by the
indiscrirminate use of xeroxes everywhere. The great problem

was to determine what to store and retrieve by ADP, and this
weculd have to be derived from some new and rigorous

defirition of what intelligence was all about znd for. The

unmanaged state of intelligence had led to a huge proliferation
of paper--"
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tr 2 oilas of papar in their
pth was becoming out of the
i to cover the whole world

nside
were our own response to vague guidelines

rccgo::z:z

-
s
rr

v
¢}

t
ications of interest at top levels. XIore and
rmore, iz community was talking to itself.

In 1967, the Shute Report, in examining the warning
potentizal of new technical collection systems on the drawing
boards, warned that information floods of unimaginable
proportions could be expected which could make the search
for indications of hostile intentions even more difficult.

In 1968, the HACIT Report strcngly criticized the DIA
Minicard data storage and retrieval system as being too slow,
poor in coding and poor in reproducing documents as needed.
This was no help to analysts in coping with the streams of

‘documents crossing their desks. Furthermore, there was less

and less compatibility among DOD document systems
Inadequate retrieval affected the overall effectiveness of
intelligence and only accelerated the information explosion.

If it were impossible to know what data is available, there was
no ground to deny 2 requirement for collecting more of the
same. Distrusting central files, analysts set up their own

in 2 duplicative and wasteful manner, and, because of the
incompatibilities among systems, become more and more tied
to one data base or only a fraction of it.

The Eaton Report in 1967 and the Bross Report in 1969
made some scattered references to the information explosion,
Bross tentatively proposing a limit on the number of publications
circulated cutside the producing department or agency in
order to cut down the flow of paper about the community.

The Fitzhugh Report in 1970 observed that the imbalances

in allocating resources were leading to much more information
being collected than could ever be used, and the tendency

of the commurnity to produce intelligence for the community
was only aggravating the paper problem.
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Reprut in 1971 noted that there had
=2t ncrease in infesiaation cotlected out litele
norovement in unceriainty over foreign intentions,

s or political processes. Raw inrtormation was
proxy for analysis, inference and estimation.

s a pressing need for furdamental reform in the
communitv's decision-making bodies and procedures. Thre
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sis, production p
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analysts were swarnpe:.- with datz and outnut was culd d

Improving the Product .

Improving the intelligence product has been a continuing
concern of intelligence officers at all levels, but the authors
of some of these studies evidently felt that not enough progress
was being made. Although, as ncted above, many deficiencies
were atiributed to the information explowor., there were

other ideas about what was wrong.

The Kirkpatrick-Schuyler-Coyne Report of 1962 noted the
need to impose some form of control and recommended that
all CIA material going to the White House be channeled
through a focal point in the DDI. State Department had been
unhappy at the disseminaticn to the White House of uncoordinated
memoranda by CIA production offices, and charged that,
while these papers were represented as '"think pieces,' they
were actually influencing policy and should be reviewed by
other agencies. The HACIT Report in 1968 noted that DIA
production was often délayed or watered down by problems
of resolving inter-Service differences of view but proposed
no solution.

The Schlesinger Report in 1971, noting tae continuing
uncertainty about foreign intentions despite the great increase
in information collected, callied for the refinement of evalua-
tion and improvement in political estimates so as to be more
responsive to consumer needs. Improvement could come
from a ccherently reorganized commaunity, and the following
steps could improve the usefulness of the intelligence product:
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or 2 major consumaer ragprecentation
igence community with a restructured
USIB or a Conszumer Council;

re:po-".-si")ﬂi“\ for gqualily coatrol and

uct eva luatlon in the producing agencies;

e

c:on’r_pe‘:11:10h of 1deas, and spec"mally improv

DIA's ability to compete with CIA's xnlh’can/

-

--provide for a review of production by outside

U'l

with speciiic references to hypotheses c-nd
working methods;
--establish 2 Net Assessments Group at the national
level to question community hypotheses;
--provide incentives to atiract and encourage good
analysts, better career opportunities and ways
to retain good analysts as analysts regardless
of their grade levels;
--improve research into new analytical methodologies.

ership of the community must be charged with
product improvement as a matter of the highest priority.

The President's Directive of November 1971 took much the
garmme tone: ''The need for an improved inteliigence product
and for greater efficiency in the use of resources allocated to
intelligence is urgent.” It called for improvement in the
guzlity, scope and timeliness of the community's product.
The NSCIC established by the directive was to give direction
and guidance on naticnal substantive intelligence needs and

rovide a continuing evaluation of intelligence products from
the consumer viewpoint. The directive alsc proposed that
resaurces devoted to analysis and production should increase,
nnel should be upgraded and there should be
ng analyst careers, including the opportunity

high salary levels while remaining an analyst. Tke
char ed W 1th p*eparmg a cornprc"le 1Ssive program

The Ford letier of October 1974 reiterated the charge
that the DCI should insure that our intelligemce is of the
highest quality attainable--that it supports the planning for
and the conduct of U.S. foreign policics and military operations.
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Basic Substariive Regearch
it has oeen a longstending vicw of observers of the
inteiligences community that the emphazis on currency

ts was undermining the foundations

in thoughtfuly thorough basic research.
ick-Schuyler-Coyne Repor t of

d at the inadequacy and diffusion
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s a t ! .-:-nge Plar of 1965, calling
increased political research for the prognosis of communist
g es and m‘tentlons. The Shute Report in
ine need for specialized research by the NIC or

ned to improve the precision and currency
stile enemy intentions.

he Bross Report of 1969 took note of the general
impression that research in CIA was inadequate, diffused and
too short-term and that there was a lack of 2 solid research
base in political and social matters which had been blamed
for azmalytical insensitivity to certain trends and to the
"cosmic' issues of population, poverty, pollution, etc.

The work of the Special Research Staff of the DDI was
pPrimarily concentrated on deep historical research into the
Soviet and Chinese political systems, but their papers tended
to be long, detailed and scholarly in a diffident way and
almost entirely used by fellow analysts. In general, the
caoncentration on current problems was eating up the research
base built upover past years, leaving us with scant resources
to face the problems of the future or to exploit new

analytical techniques. He called for a thorough review
looxing t5 2 proper deployment of research tasks in-house,
externzl in the community, or to academic and think-tank
{facilities.

Strategic Warning and the Nationzal Indicaticons Cente

Iz view of the fact that providing strategic warning is,
or cught to be, the primary task of the intelligence community,
the -elative lack of dizcussion of warning in the reports
reviewed 1s somewhat surprising.
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The Joint Study Group in 1960 recommended USIB
Teview the siatus of the MNIC and the level of its staffing,
Which was felt o be too small, and ensure that it

reccived all the information it needed, regardiess of
i haracter. The Kirkpatrick-
?

to th » noting that opinions on
the NIC varicd from « desire 1o akolish it o general
catisfzction with it, The idea was advanced that the NIC

¢ transferred to DIA with
Chresentation from USI3 agencles assigned there. Even
re ior restoration of State participa-
n withdrawn for budgetary reasons around
tenge Plan of 1965 called for more
Tesearch in indications and exhortation to analysts in general
to pay attention to indications in the traffic they scanned.
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The Shute Report of 1967 dealt exclusively in depth with
the warning function and is too diverse and comprehensive
in its findings to be usefully discussed here., A digest of
the Report is an annex to this report.

The Bross Report in 1969 called for a recommendation
of the duties and responsibilities of the Watch Committee.
The Committee should look to improving NIC operations,
including the use of ADP and modern analytic techniques,
and a decision should be reached as to whether the NIC should
be transferred to OCI in CIA or to DIA for closer contact
with the National Military Command Center.

Compartmentation and Its Effects

The dilemma between Protecting sensitive information
and sources and making use of them is an old and continuing
©ne. Even as early as the Joint Study Group Report in 1960
it was observed that the arbitrary barriers between SIGINT
and other forms of intelligence were impeding full use of the
SIGINT product and the Report recommended that compart-
ments should be reduced since they only draw attention and
de not add to security. The best solution would be to increase
integration of all levels of information and take steps to
increase security on all intelligence matiers. The particular
Circumstance of a shortage of translators and the unclear-
ability of foreign-born Persons under current regulations

Trias
.“-‘7“3,‘-"'"-\s- !
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1y iz need of reotificniion. USIB was urge¥
rrlartmentation to develop uniform
2nsure that vital information weould get

The Kirkpatrick-Schuyler-Coyne Report in 1962 took
rote of the extrzordinary security applied to certain

rom the President £o0 and from

d
wbhrushchew, 2nd nrged the DCI to take up with the President
i S

2 e limitation on the publication
T 1702 period) of information on Soviet
-

s systems in Cuba kept action controls in
gave policy makers more
s and to initiate actions.

Cunningham in 1566 also observed that the emphasis
on compartms==aniation was impeding the proper and selective
tasking of coliaction tcward one information geal. The
Clandestine Services, for example, were generally unaware
of w#hat technical collection--SIGINT and overhead reconnaissance--
could and did collect and not infrequently used thier assets
unnecessarily to collect what already had beer acquired.
The Shute Report in 1967 stressed the need in the warning
process for information on U.S. policies and operations
which could prompt Soviet reaction and noted that, while
furnishing of such information was provided for by NSC
Directive, the rule was far more honored in the breach than
in the observation.

Froenlke in 1969 made quite a point of the community's
tendency to overclassify. One of his major objectives was
to improve the flow of intelligence by realistic security policies
1n order o reduce overclassification and overcomparimentation
of information. This would require coordinaticen with the DCI
and all eciements of the community. Overcompartmentation
could deny necessary information to those charged with
reviewiang intelligence programs. The Fitzhugh Report took
iicte that there were three major special systems and many
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v¥. The Schlesinger
271 also held the view that comparimentation within
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ty systems hid or obscured comparable capabilities
aticn, comparison and trade-off anzlysis.
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Tew topics have received as much mention or have been
cd a5 such a powerful solution to community problems
onsumer feedback or guidance to the community's
i rovements in community management,
irces and pertinence of production
trisuted to any means of obtaining clearer perceptions
n ly nceds irom tne intelligence commmunity.

The CIA Long Range Plan in 1965 spoke of the need for more

nere frecusnt briefings of the Congress and non-security agencies
he Executive Branch to expand the Government's awareness of
what the community could do for decision makers.

The Cunningham Report on requirements in 1966 laid considerable
lame for the volumes and disarray of requirements to the failure
of consumers and the Government in general to define what was
meeded from intelligence, and the report observed that, in the absence
of such guidance, the community tended to try to cover all rossible
future questions by asking for answers in advance, just in case. The
first Cunningham guideline was to define the Government's needs, and
‘qe remainder of his guidelines (see Section D) seem to flow from that.
Without a determination of what was essential to consumers, middle
ievels of management were free to order massive and indiscriminate
coverage, especially in the military. As the Cunningham Report put
it, the community's disease was not indigestion but gluttony. Much
of what the cormmunity was doing was in response to vague guidance

transient interest, but in most of its work the community was

talking to itself. Leaders had been habituated to high expectations
Dut now needed to be persuaded to let the community serve them better
Bty concentrating on crucial p*oble*n; and fundamentals and not on the
incidental or trivial.

The Fitzhugh Report in 1970 noted the tendency of the community
%o produce intelligence for itself and to ignore the requirements of
those with valid needs for support. The basic objective of the
comraunity should be to get the rlch information to the right people
a2t the right time. At the same time, this report commented that
there did not seem to be any effective mechanism for intelligence
uisers to express their neceds. As a result the Defense intellizence

<ormrnunity appeared to function largely in response to its own require-
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The Schlesinger Report was even more forceful on the subject
2 a

©I consumer giidance. It obserwad that the community's growth ,
nzd been unplannad 2nd unguided; the consumer had failed to deiinse
his rneeds; the producer encouraced collection just in cace; and

tne collector emphasized quantitv over quality. Part of USIS!
ineffectiveness lay in its inability to reilect consumer culda:zce to

epresentatives of consumers sat on the
Board. The Report czlled for major capsumer representation in the
community either through a restructured USIB or through a Consumer
Council to question com_munity views and help shape the intelligence
Product to best answer consumer needs. '

The President's Directive of November 1971 demanded that
the responsiveness of the U.S. intelligence effort to national require-
ments be subject to continuing review. A more effective review of
intelligencz product guality and policy must be provided to the DTI,

especially by high-level national consumers. The Directive established

tie National Security Council Intelligence Committee o give
direction and guidance as to national substantive needs and provide
continuing evaluation of substantive products from the viewpoint of
the consumer. Other changes in the consumer-producer relationship
might be needed to achieve a more effective reconciliation of

consumer demands with the limited resources available for intelligence

production.

Improvement in the scope and precision of consumer guidance to
the production process would seem to be fundamental to tightening
u> the management of all intelligence processes.
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CIA ILong Range Plan of 1965 stressed that the Clandastine :
Services (CS), which could expect to be called on for more
Gperztions Commuaist subversion increased, nseded to

2z
operate in CIA in greater clandestinity and isclation o :
ffectiveness, | |new poszitions would . 25X1
be needed for the CS in the next five years to enanle the '
CS to carry anticipated loads. )

The Katzenbuch Report of 1967 traced the covert action
policy of the U.S. Government from 1947 on in its Appendix C,
beginaing with NSC Directive 4A of December 1947 directing
the DCI to undertake covert action and to ensure that
operations were consistent with U.S. policy through liaison
with State and Defense. The definition of covert action was
subsequently progressively refined through NSC directives,
and a2 succession of review and coordination bodies were set
up, starting with the NSC 10/2 Panel in 1948, and going on
through the Psychological Strategy Board in 1951, the Operations
Coordination Board in 1953, the 10/2 Panel again.and finally
in 1935 tha 5412 Committee, later known as the 303 Committee
and then thez 40 Committee. Throughout this history the

riterion for submitting projects for review was the political
sensitivity of the propecsal or, on occasion, the amount of
funding invoived. Since the 303 Committee or Special Group’
was set up, participation in covert action (CA) approval has
expanded, and approval has been no mere formality--many
projects have been turned down for a variety of reasons. And
the views of the Ambassador in the country where the nprojact

[FORU

is to be run are mosi influential.
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he Lindsay, Repoot o7 1958, an extensive treatment

:as and covert action, obzsrved

that CIA did not need additional supervisory coatvel 1n
these achivities but rather stricter standards applied
interrnzlly. Superimposing more Congressional cornrnittees
would be unlixely to do much 3 :

cod and could do harm.
of professionzl clandestinity,
t

raint on self-

Tre Lindsay Report, which was addressed to the
President-elect in December 1968, noted that covert action
by the U.S. had come undar increasing public scrutiny and
that operations, acceptable in the cold war years of the
Fifties, were now rmore subject to criticism. A review of
the whole scope of community activities should be made
because of its size and the political risks it posed for the
Government. he President should be gquickly informed of
critical aspects of covert operations and should inform
himself of their benefits, costs and controls. The President
has the right to expect CIA to recommend against projects
with a high risk of disclosure a2nd to keep secret the activities
it has been instructed to carry cut. The application of rigid
security would reduce substantially the number and scope
of CIA covert operations and this would reduce risks of
exposure and Presidential problems with Congress and the
public.

si
Th

Related to the matter of the direction and control of covert
action is the question of where the covert acticn organization
should be located. Through the years numerous proposals
have been made to separate the CS and covert action from
the rest of CIA. The Bross Report in 1969 noted that it would be
unlikely that the CS could function effectively under State,
nor would the public be served by putting the CS under Defense.
Neither State nor Defense would tolerate a covert arm being
established in the other. The report concluded that CIA was
appropriately staffed, experienced and competent to perform
clandestine functions under well-established policy controis
at the highest levels of government. No conceivable benefit
could result from the transfer of this function elsewhere.
Dealing with proposals to separate covert action from
espionage and counterintelligence, the Bross Report maintained
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I ince they were ine}:’crlcaol' cona=ctad
n used the same assets and must be prevented from
ipping over each other. Altogether, separation of covert

t X
action from the CS would be extremely unwise.

his vicv is shared in the Lindsay Report of 1968.
Covert cozrations should he handlied 'r)y the same agency
which handii=s estine collection; separation would be
—

34
r, 1t

c

a2 mistzke. Moreov would also be a2 mistake to separate

the CS {rcm the arzalytical and estimating functions of CIA.

The President needs a single source for both collection

and analysis and an indepsndent check on estimates prepared
n

by other departments to defend their-budgets.

As to the authority of the DCI, the Bross Report calls
tor the DCI to assert more aggressively the coordinating
authority of NSCID 5. He should reguire, in addition to
assurances of no great risk, some positive evidence of value
and gain, with such judgments being made by a group nct
exclusively in the Directorate of Plans.

Military Clandestine Operations

The Joint Study Group Report in 1960 declared that
military clandestine operations must be considered with
national policy requirements and called for the military,

particularly the Army, to improve their clandestine capabilities.

There was no view that CIA should pre-empt all clandestine
collection; the military clearly required clandestine operations
of their own in time of war, but their professionalism needed
improvemeant. The Army felt that CIA was working on only
high-level targets and was trying to take over all clandestine

collection; CIA felt the Army was competing foxr a limited

number of assets and it had no great confidence in the Army's
operating abilities. The Report also noted that the Air Force
was ready to turn over its assets to CIA and that the smalil
Navy efiort was no proble '

The HACIT Report of 1968 observed that the Services
insisted cn having clandestine collection assets, but none of
these were operating in denied areas, and nothing was being
done about stav-behind operations. It noted that human
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silenc on :t:ili ry claadesiine operations.
’

&9 notcd hat one major unsettied
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r allocations of responsi-
uefense to embark on a national
1 it became as pow
licating factor. I
close coo*cmation of
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Tre Joiat Study Croup dealt briefly with counterintelligence
t

observation that too little atteation was being paid
4+
L

capahiiities. The DCI and USIB were urged to give it strong
conszideration. This is the only recognizable reference to
this important topic in the whole array of reports reviewed.
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GLCISZARY OF ABPBREVIATIONS )

ADP Automatic Data Processing

ASDI(I) Ascistant Secretary of Defense (Intelligence)

CA Covert Action

CCP Consolidated Cryptologic Program--the resource
program managed by the Divector, National
Security Agency

C:P Consolidated Delznse Intellige nce Pro; gram--the
agzregated Delenze rescurce program comprising
the CCP, the GDIP and the NRP, and managed by
ASD(I) :

Cra _ Central Intelligence Agency

Ci? Consolidated Intelligence Pr ooram-—tne former name
of the resource program managed by the Directior,
Defense Intelligence Agency--now called the

- General Defense Intelligence Program

COMINT Communications Intellizence

Ccs The Clandestine Services {of CIA)

CsS Central Security Service

DCI - Director of Central Intelligence

DCID Director of Central Intelligence Directive

DI Deputy Director for Intelligence in CIA

DI Director of Defense Intelligence (in the Froehlke and

' Fitzhugh Reports) :

DDR&E Director of Defense Reseaxrch and Enclneerlng

DIA Defense Intelligence Agency

P2OD Department of Defense

ELINT Electronic Intelligence

GDIP General Defense Intelligence Program of DIA

HA2CI1T House Appropriztions Committee In vesugatlve Team (1968)

INER : Bureau of Intelligence and Research, Department of State

IRAC : Intelligence Resources Adv1sory Committee

~JC3 - Joint Chiefs of Stafi

NIC National Indications Center

NiFE National Intelligence Programs Evaluation

Ni=3 National Intcliigence Resources Board |

NE:IC National Photographic Interpretation Center

NRO National Reconnaissance Office

NZP National Reconnaissance Program, managed by the
Director, NRO _

NEA National Security Agency
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Zent's Foreign Intellizence Advisory Board

g0 A
v ty
"
(8]
¢
&)
n

& interpretztion or photo interpreter
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ryotologic Agencies--collective term
Army Security Agency, Air Force Security
nd Naval Security Group
Jence--collective term for communica-
ence and electronic intelligence
ds Unified and Spec ified Commands
United States Intelligence Board
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